

















responsibilised	 subjects—and	 the	 extent	 to	which	 this	modality	was	 negotiated	by	both	
young	 men.	 This	 article	 also	 explores	 the	 collateral	 socio‐political	 consequences	 of	
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mandatory	 sex	 offender	 registration	 for	 young	 adult	 registrants	 convicted	 after	 non‐













referred	 to	 as	 sexting)	 (Brady	 2011).	 Such	 cases	 raised	 concerns	 that	 young	 adults	 who	











largely	 mandatory,	 standardised,	 absent	 community	 notification,	 and	 designed	 for	 adult	




minds	 of	 their	 subjects	 and	 ‘deal	 with’	 those	 subjects	 on	 certain	 terms	 (Foucault	 1980).	
Therefore,	 the	 analysis	 begins	 by	 exploring	 participants’	 experiences	 of	 adhering	 to	 and	
negotiating	the	administrational	vagaries	and	nuances	of	registration	conditions	underpinned	
by	an	imagined	paedophilic	registrant.	Dually,	this	piece	continues	the	ongoing	criminological	
project	 of	 examining	 the	 collateral	 consequences	 of	 registration	 (Levenson	 and	 Tewkesbury	
2009;	Tewksbury	and	Lees	2007;	Tewksbury	and	Zgoba	2010)	which	‘permeate	…	relationships,	
experiences,	and	interactions	in	all	aspects	of	[registrants’]	lives’	(Tewksbury	and	Lees	2006:	
331).	 Surveys	 and	 interviews	 have	 consistently	 highlighted	 that	 registration	 restricts	 job	
opportunities	 and	 housing	 options,	 and	 produces	 strained	 relationships,	 social	 isolation,	
psychological	stress,	and	social	exclusion	(Evans	and	Cubellis	2014;	Robbers	2009;	Tewksbury	
and	 Lees	 2007),	 particularly	 in	 jurisdictions	 with	 community	 notification	 (Levenson	 2011;	
Levenson	et	al.	 2007;	Mustaine	and	Tewksbury	2011;	Tewksbury	and	Lees	2007).	This	 case	
study	 extends	 this	 project	 by	 examining	 how	 these	 consequences	 are	 shaped	 by	 young	
adulthood	and	 further	 transferred	 to	 family	members.	 It	 also	questions	whether	 community	
notification	 is	 the	 vital	 condition	 modulating	 or	 exacerbating	 collateral	 consequences.	 This	
analysis	reflects	on	the	‘everyday’	impacts	of	registration	which	may	appear	‘trivial’	yet	reveal	












Victorian	 defence	 lawyers	 already	 participating	 in	 the	 project.	 These	 lawyers	 indicated	 that	
Frank	and	Allan	(both	clients)	were	interested	in	participating	in	the	research	to	‘tell	their	story’	
and,	with	their	permission,	the	lawyers	provided	their	contact	details.	Both	had	been	included	




disseminated	 screen‐captured	 images	 from	 a	 sex	 tape	 he	 consensually	 created	 with	 his	
girlfriend	(when	they	were	both	underage)	to	mutual	friends	when	he	was	18.	He	was	charged	
with	 inviting	 a	 minor	 under	 the	 age	 of	 18	 years	 to	 be	 concerned	 in	 the	 making	 of	 child	
pornography	 (Crimes	Act	1958	 (Vic)	 s.68),	 knowingly	using	 an	online	 information	 service	 to	
transmit	 objectionable	material	 depicting	 a	minor	 in	 an	 indecent	 sexual	manner	 or	 context	
(Classification	Enforcement	Act	1995	 (Vic)	s.57A),	and	knowingly	using	an	online	information	
service	 to	publish	objectionable	material	depicting	a	minor	 in	 an	 indecent	sexual	manner	or	
context	(Classification	Enforcement	Act	1995	(Vic)	s.57A).	He	received	a	no	recorded	conviction	
and	 a	 fine	 of	 $2000,	 and	 was	 placed	 on	 the	 Register	 for	 15	 years.	 Frank	 (19),	 the	 second	
registrant,	recorded	images	of	a	15‐year‐old	acquaintance	performing	fellatio	on	a	friend;	these	
images	 were	 then	 disseminated	 around	 her	 school.	 As	 a	 result,	 Frank	was	 convicted	 of	 the	
production	and	distribution	of	child	pornography	(Crimes	Act	1958	(Vic)	s.68)	and	knowingly	
using	an	online	information	service	to	transmit	objectionable	material	depicting	a	person	who	





however,	 this	 piece	 aims	 to	 be	 an	 ‘in‐depth	 inquiry’	 (Crouch	 and	McKenzie	 2006:	 483)	 into	
atypical	 cases	 (Mabry	2008:	 217):	 that	 is,	 ones	which	 are	not	 representative	of	 the	broader	
community	of	Victorian	registrants	but	of	a	specific	subsection.	Therefore,	we	conceive	of	these	
participants	 as	 ‘cases’	possessing	 characteristics	 embedded	within	 a	particular	 social	 setting	
(Crouch	 and	McKenzie	 2006:	 493).	 Specifically,	 they	 are	 young	 adult	 registrants	 (and	 their	








practices	 and	 discourses	 that	 make	 up	 a	 field’.	 In	 line	 with	 this	 argument,	 this	 case	 study	
explores	how	the	Victorian	Register—as	a	specific	modality	of	penal	governance—is	shaped	by	
discourses	of	the	predatory	paedophile	and,	in	turn,	how	the	Register	shaped	Allan’s	and	Frank’s	




an	 opportunity	 to	 gather	 detailed	 information	 on	 individual	 experiences	 of	 registration,	 its	
collateral	consequences	and	its	functionality	on	a	‘practical	administrational	level’	(Powell	et	al.	
2014:	 121).	 The	 interview	 schedule	 canvassed	 personal	 experiences	 of	 registration	 and	
perspectives	 on	 the	 Register	 and	 their	 offences.	 To	 protect	 participants’	 anonymity,	
pseudonyms	have	been	assigned	and	any	identifying	information	has	been	removed.	These	are	
important	voices	to	include	as	there	are	limited	in‐depth	qualitative	studies	with	registered	sex	
offenders	 (RSOs)	 (cf.	 Evans	 and	 Cubellis	 2014;	 Robbers	 2009;	 Tewksbury	 and	 Lees	 2007).	
Moreover,	 qualitative	 research	 on	 collateral	 consequences	 has	 predominantly	 focused	 on	
American	 adult	RSOs	 or	American	 juvenile	RSOs	under	 the	 age	 of	 18	 (cf.	Harris	 et	 al.	 2015;	
Tewksbury	 and	 Zgoba	 2010;	 Zimring	 2004).	 Therefore,	 this	 article	 addresses	 these	 gaps	
particularly	within	the	Australian	context.	Despite	the	value	in	exploring	these	experiences,	it	is	
important	 to	make	 a	 critical	 point	 regarding	 these	 data.	 The	 public	 discourses	 surrounding	
youth	sexting	and	the	criminal	law	have	focused	on	the	registration	of	young	perpetrators	often	
to	the	exclusion	of	discussions	about	impacts	on	victims.	This	article	has	no	wish	to	continue	





of	 such	 offences.	 Rather,	 I	 seek	 to	 examine	 the	 implications	 of	 registration	 on	 these	 two	








registrant’s	 whereabouts	 (community	 notification).	 Victorian	 adults	 convicted	 of	 sexual	







this	 approach	 to	 sex	 offender	 management	 has	 occurred	 within	 a	 kaleidoscope	 of	 cultural,	
historical,	 political	 and	 penological	 ‘turns’	 in	 late	 modern	 Western	 societies	 which	 have	
transformed	the	rationalities	and	technologies	of	crime	control	(Hinds	and	Daly	2000;	Mythen	
2014).	Registers	typify	the	re‐shaping	of	criminal	justice	orthodoxies	from	welfarist	strategies	




penology,	 risk	management	 approaches	 are	 not	 purely	 calculative	 but	 also	 underpinned	 by	
morality	and	emotion.	This	observation	rings	true	for	international	sex	offender	policies	which	













threats	 and	 the	 discursive	 conflation	 of	 contact	 offenders	 and	 registrants.	 Such	 discourses	
reflect	a	‘prototypical	sex	offender’	(Lynch	2002:	558),	a	monstrous	other	(Lacombe	2008:	55)	
and	homo	sacer	both	enslaved	by	biological	impulses	(Spencer	2009:	219)	and	beyond	biology	
(Wacquant	 2009:	 216).	 Embedded	 within	 the	 discursive	 justification	 for	 registration	 is	 the	
assumption	 that	 the	 imagined	 paedophilic	 registrant	 is	 highly	 recidivistic	 (McDonald	 2012;	
Petrunik,	Murphy	and	Fedoroff	2008;	Tewksbury	2012;	Thomas	2011),	thereby	mobilising	the	










‘aetiology,	 risk	 of	 recurrence	 [or]	 consequences	…’	 (Vess	 et	 al.	 2011:	 417).	 It	 has	 also	 been	
undermined	by	a	lack	of	empirical	evidence	demonstrating	preventive	impact	(Vess	et	al.	2011).	










The	 twentieth	 and	 early	 twenty‐first	 centuries	 have	 produced	 a	 varied	 tapestry	 of	 risk	
management	 approaches	 to	 child	 sexual	 offences,	 each	 demonstrating	 different	
conceptualisations	of	sex	offenders	(Kemshall	and	Wood	2007)	and	deploying	hybrid	welfare,	
risk	 averse	 and	 exclusionary	 strategies.	 They	 include:	 community	 protection	models,	 which	
combine	 surveillance,	 monitoring	 and	 treatment;	 public	 health	 models	 that	 aim	 to	 identify	
sexually	deviant	behaviour	in	children,	prevent	recidivism	in	first	time	offenders,	and	conduct	
intensive	 work	 with	 recidivistic	 serious	 sex	 offenders	 (Hanvey,	 Philpot	 and	 Wilson	 2011;	
Kemshall	and	Wood	2007:	211);	 and	preventive	detention,	which	uses	 civil	 commitments	 to	
incarcerate	‘dangerous’	offenders	after	the	completion	of	their	sentence	(Hebenton	and	Seddon	




Within	 this	 tapestry,	 Victoria’s	 primary	 approach	 to	 registration	 has	 a	 unique	 place	 in	 the	
Australian	 context.	 As	 a	 post‐sentencing	 scheme,	 inclusion	 is	 not	 predicated	 on	 a	 custodial	
sentence	(unlike	in	South	Australia	or	Queensland)	or	a	risk	assessment	(unlike	in	Tasmania).	
Moreover,	the	registrant	is	not	required	to	complete	a	therapeutic	program.	It	imposes	blanket	
prohibitions	 and	 functions	 as	 a	 generalised	 surveillance	 mechanism	 comprising:	 an	 initial	
reporting	 meeting;	 annual	 reporting	 obligations;	 and	 the	 prohibition	 of	 child	 related	
employment.	Within	seven	days	of	conviction,	registrants	must	meet	with	police	and	register;	
further,	 they	 must	 disclose	 personal	 details,	 Internet	 usage,	 travel	 plans	 and	 contact	 with	
children	(specifically,	regular	contact	with	children;	the	names	and	ages	of	children	who	reside	
in	the	home;	and	those	children	with	whom	the	‘at	home’	children	are	in	contact)	(Sex	Offenders	






for	 reporting	changes	 in	personal	details	decreased,	 and	 reporting	obligations	around	 travel	
intensified	(Sex	Offenders	Registration	Amendment	Act	2014	(Vic)	ss.14e,	14[2a],	17[1],	17[1b],	
18[1a]).	 Additionally,	 contact	 with	 a	 child	 was	 redefined	 for	 clarity	 and	 police	 powers	 for	
obtaining	 physical	 samples	 from	 registrants	 without	 applying	 for	 a	 warrant	 expanded	 (Sex	
Offenders	 Registration	 Amendment	 (Miscellaneous)	 Act	 2017	 (Vic)	 s.4A).	 This	 approach,	
therefore,	aligns	with	the	calculative	and	detached	aspects	of	new	penological	strategies	aimed	
at	 cost‐effectively	 managing	 faulty	 behaviours	 through	 surveillance	 and	 warehousing	
information	 (Feeley	 and	 Simon	 1992).	 Yet,	 this	 approach	 dovetails	 with	 a	 resurgence	 of	
emotions	in	the	law	and	the	support	for	affective	punishment	(Pratt	2000)	by	enshrining	the	
populist	image	of	the	imagined	paedophile	within	registration	conditions.	Thus,	the	facade	of	




































Miles	2010),	 and	an	 inability	 to	 fully	 comprehend	 the	extensive	 range	 (Halsey	2010;	Halsey,	
Armstrong	and	Wright	2016)	and	minutiae	of	administrational	requirements	(Robbers	2009).	
It	also	captures	concerns	raised	in	the	VLRC’s	review	of	the	Register,	which	identified	unclear	
definitions	 of	 child	 contact	 as	 barriers	 for	 RSOs	 to	 ‘understand	 the	 precise	 content	 of	 their	
reporting	obligations	and	for	police	to	know	whether	they	are	receiving	complete	and	accurate	
reports’	 (VLRC	 2012:	 98).	 However,	 these	 comments	 contextualise	 this	 misunderstanding,	
highlighting	 that	 child	 contact	 requirements	 are	 not	 solely	 problematic	 because	 of	 vague	
statutory	definitions	but	also	because	RSOs	are	beholden	to	both	the	Register	and	 individual	





as	 opposed	 to	 completed	 (Halsey	 2006:	 151)	 and,	 for	 RSOs,	 negotiation	 is	 necessitated	 by	
confusing	conditions	and	unreliable	advice	 from	 law	enforcement	 (Comartin,	Kernsmith	and	
Miles	 2010).	 As	 evidenced	 above,	 bureaucratic	 vagaries	 required	 registrants	 to	 take	 the	
initiative	in	querying	and	clarifying	conditions	with	police.	The	vagaries	also	created	the	impetus	
for	Allan	and	Frank	 to	over‐report	 information	 in	 case	 they	were	 incorrectly	 interpreting	or	

















Seeking	 clarification	 and	 over‐reporting	 exemplify	 the	 necessary	 role	 of	 responsibility	 in	
maintaining	 community	 conditions	 (Halsey	 2010:	 549)	 and	 illustrate	 how	 this	 modality	 of	
registration	aligns	with	neoliberal	 styles	of	 crime	control	by	 constituting	RSOs	as	active	and	
empowered	 in	 managing	 their	 progress.	 Yet,	 as	 evidenced	 in	 the	 prohibition	 conditions,	
reporting	remains	rooted	in	the	presumption	of	the	predatory	registrant	acting	beyond	rational	
judgement.	 These	 comments	 also	 illustrate	 a	 process	 of	 ‘risk	 subjectification’	whereby	 risky	
subjects	are	required	to	 ‘demonstrat[e]	safeness’	 (Mythen	and	Walklate	2012:	391).	 In	 these	
cases,	 over‐reporting	 was	 created	 by	 an	 absence	 of	 surety	 but	 informed	 by	 a	 paedophilic	
subjectivity	both	participants	vehemently	denounced	yet	drew	upon	to	shape	the	information	
provided.	This	was	particularly	evident	in	Allan’s	comments,	which	focused	on	ensuring	police	
understood	 he	was	 never	 alone	 or	 in	 enclosed	 spaces	with	 children,	 redolent	 of	 Lacombe’s	
















Lack	 of	 communication	 from	 law	 enforcement	 as	 to	 the	 full	 extent	 of	 their	 obligations	 is	 a	
common	challenge	for	RSOs	already	facing	complex	obligations	which	they	themselves	do	not	
understand	 (Comartin,	 Kernsmith	 and	 Miles	 2010).	 This	 is	 exacerbated	 in	 a	 mandatory	




police	 resources	 and	 increasing	 RSO	 numbers	 (VLRC	 2012)	 (itself	 a	 product	 of	 automatic	
registration)	 promote	 the	 implementation	 of	 a	 compliance‐only	model	 (Powell	 et	 al.	 2014),	

























Therefore,	 registration	 utilises	 repressive	 power	 through	 intensive	 surveillance	 and	 socio‐
spatial	 prohibition	 under	 threat	 of	 serious	 sanction,	 yet	 interviews	 illustrate	 that	 being	
registered	is	a	confused	process	conditional	on	registrants’	 ‘internal	 locus	of	control’	(Halsey	
2010:	 549)	 and	 their	 willingness	 to	 take	 responsibility	 for	 keeping	 in	 contact,	 interpreting	
requirements	 and	 seeking	 clarification.	 While	 responsibilisation	 strategies	 have	 been	
extensively	observed	in	the	context	of	neoliberal	criminal	 justice	(Garland	2001;	Rose	2000),	




to	 intense	 critique	 (Parliament	 of	 Victoria	 2004:	 46).	 As	 such,	 while	 sex	 offender	 risk	
management	 technologies	 have	 been	 described	 as	 enactments	 of	 sovereign	 power	 (Spencer	
2009),	 these	 lived	 experiences	 suggest	 that	 the	 RSO	 is	 simultaneously	 constituted	 as	 a	 self‐




dynamic	 and	 sometimes	 confused	 penal	 and	 populist	 rationalities	 (Hannah‐Moffat	 2005;	







2000),	 manifesting	 in	 ‘feelings	 of	 hopelessness,	 worthlessness,	 depression	 and	 anger’	
























Allan	 described	 the	 impact	 in	 similar	 terms:	 ‘It	 never	 really	 leaves	 my	 mind,	 it’s	 kind	 of	




















Research	 suggests	 that	 long‐term	 reporting	obligations	 are	 a	 source	 of	 social	 and	 emotional	
strain	 (Ackerman,	 Sacks	 and	 Osier	 2013).	 However,	 these	 comments	 further	 highlight	 that	
cumulative	 anxieties	 manifest	 from	 a	 confluence	 of	 long‐term	 reporting	 periods,	 vague	
obligations,	lack	of	support	and	reliance	on	the	registrant,	who	must	intensely	self‐govern	with	
the	 stamina	 to	 sustain	 that	 project	 over	 a	 minimum	 of	 eight	 years.	 The	 ‘rules	 and	 nuance’	




Due	 to	 criminal	 records	 checks	 and	 the	prohibition	 of	 child	 related	 employment,	 one	 of	 the	
socio‐political	consequences	RSOs	face	is	employability:	specifically,	obtaining	and	maintaining	
employment	(Comartin,	Kernsmith	and	Miles	2010;	Tewksbury	and	Lees	2006).	Consistent	with	
these	 findings,	 Allan	 and	 Frank	 discussed	 how	 restrictions	 foreclosed	 employment	 and	
educational	opportunities	and	made	employment	precarious.	For	example,	Frank	had	aspired	
to	 become	 a	 physical	 education	 teacher	 but	 registration	 curtailed	 this	 aspiration.	 He	 also	
revealed	 that	 career	 pathways	were	 disrupted	 because	 the	 university	 courses	 he	wanted	 to	
pursue	involved	fieldwork	and	required	a	Working	with	Children	Check.	This	illustrates	that,	for	
young	adults	RSOs	as	compared	with	older	adult	RSOs,	tertiary	institutions—key	sites	on	the	
career	 trajectory—are	 additional	 spaces	 where	 registration	 status	 can	 impede	 or	 foreclose	
career	 progress.	 Moreover,	 this	 admission	 highlights	 that,	 due	 to	 the	 increasing	 reliance	 of	
records	checks	to	regulate	workers	in	Australia	(Naylor	2005),	checks	of	registrants	can	arise	at	
























problematised	 because	 young	 adults	 ‘have	 fewer	 resources	 and	 less	 agency	 over	 those	
resources’.	 For	 example,	 Frank	 indicated	 that	 he	 was	 able	 to	 pursue	 an	 alternative	 career	














restrictions	 which	 require	 them	 to	 live	 at	 a	 distance	 from	 schools.	 Beyond	 practicalities,	






















him	or	Facebooks	him	and	he	doesn’t	 reply	and	she	 takes	 it	very	[personally].	
(Rolf)	
	
These	 experiences	 affirm	 arguments	 that	 registers	 deploying	 standardised	 requirements	
modelled	on	older	contact	offending	adults	are	not	calibrated	to	the	circumstances	of	younger	
people	(Comartin,	Kernsmith	and	Miles	2010).	As	young	adults	are	more	 likely	to	have	close	




Impacts	 on	 family	 also	 resonated	 in	 discussions	 with	 Allan’s	 and	 Frank’s	 parents.	 Family	
members	of	offenders	often	bear	the	burdens	of	punishment	when	the	offence	is	attached	with	
social	shame	(Condry	2010)	and	research	suggests	that	family	members	of	RSOs	also	share	in	





children	 by	 campaigning	 against	 ‘unfair’	 registration	 status	 (Comartin,	 Kernsmith	 and	Miles	




146).	 Similarly,	 these	 auxiliary	 responsibilities	 undertaken	 by	 Rolf	 and	 Diane	 are	 age	
contextualised	 impacts	 of	 registration,	 as	parents	with	young	adult	 children	maintain	 caring	
roles	within	the	relationship	consistent	with	the	labours	detailed	above.	These	broader	familial	










information.	 Research	 into	 the	 impacts	 of	 registration	 on	 young	 adults	 illustrates	 that	 the	
potential	 for	 registration	 status	 to	 be	 used	 vindictively	 raises	 concerns	 about	 exposure	
(Comartin,	Kernsmith	 and	Miles	2010).	 Consistent	with	 this	 finding,	Diane	noted	 that	 Frank	
concealed	his	registration	status	 from	his	girlfriend	as	a	pre‐emptive	and	defensive	measure	
because	 both	were	 concerned	 that	 the	 young	woman	might	 share	 the	 information	with	 her	



















community	 notification,	 clearly	 highlighting	 that	 public	 exposure	 generates	 feelings	 of	
vulnerability	(Tewksbury	and	Zgoba	2010).	However,	this	research	illustrates,	concordant	with	
other	 scholars	 (Harris	 et	 al.	 2015),	 that	 the	 so	 called	 ‘softer’	 option—registration	 without	




punishment	 (Humphrey	 and	 Gibbs	 Van	 Brunschot	 2015)	 is	 obfuscated	 by	 the	 rhetoric	 of	
supervision,	further	evincing	that	punishment	(formal	or	collateral)	is	often	divorced	from	the	




This	 article	 has	 investigated	 how	 penal	 technologies	 ‘deal	 with’	 their	 subjects	 and	 on	what	
terms.	 This	 case	 study	 highlighted	 that	 registration	 was	 a	 negotiated,	 intense	 and	 isolated	
process	whose	vicissitudes	lay	in	confused	administration,	rigid	conditions,	and	inflexible	and	
unsupportive	case	management.	Findings	evince	the	fusion	of	mechanisms	of	surveillance	and	












2015).	 This	 research	 also	 contributes	 to	 existing	 scholarship	 by	 highlighting	 that	 collateral	
consequences	 are	modulated	by	 the	 social	 condition	of	 young	adulthood,	 particularly	 career	
opportunities	and	relationships	with	young	family	members.	Key	impacts	that	should	be	further	
explored	 in	 criminological	 discourse	 are	 the	 extensive	 impacts	 on	 parents	 who	 share	
concealment	 responsibilities	 and	 undertake	 the	 emotional	 labour	 of	 supporting	 through	
registration	 requirements,	 and	 whose	 homes	 become	 part	 of	 the	 spaces	 regulated	 by	
registration	 conditions.	 These	 findings	 suggest	 that,	 for	 the	 young	 adult	 living	 in	 the	 family	
home,	registration	can	be	both	an	individualised	and	collective	project.		
	
The	 experiences	 of	 these	 families	 are	 not	 indicative	 of	 all	 parents	 and	 young	 adults	 across	
Victoria.	 These	 findings	 are	 modest	 yet	 analytically	 valid	 contributions	 to	 the	 critique	 of	
automatic	registration	and	an	exploration	of	 the	 impacts	of	mandatory	requirements	on	 two	
young	 adults	 who,	 while	 registered	 for	 up	 to	 15	 years,	 do	 not	 reflect	 the	 ideal	 registrant	
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intimate	 images	 refers	 to	 sharing	 such	 images	 via	 the	 Internet	 or	 a	 communication	 device	without	
consent.	I	use	the	term	sexting	to	refer	to	the	wider	phenomenon	of	producing	and	sharing	images.	The	










6	 In	 all	 jurisdictions,	 child	 pornography	 offences	 are	 registrable	 offences;	 yet,	 in	 South	 Australia	 and	
Queensland,	an	offender	is	not	automatically	reportable	if	they	were	convicted	of	a	single	class	2	offence	
which	did	not	result	in	a	term	of	imprisonment	or	a	supervised	sentence	(Child	Sex	Offenders	Registration	
Act	2006	(SA)	s.6(3);	Child	Protection	(Offender	Reporting)	Act	2004	(Qld)	s.5(b)).	
7	DHS	investigates	child	abuse	and	homes	where	children	are	at	risk,	refers	children	and	families	to	safety	
supports,	and	takes	matters	of	child	safety	before	the	Children’s	Court.	
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